Review Group Report

 Review Proposal Reference Number 0131   

LDZ RbD Reconciliation Notification Process

Version 1.0

This Review Group Report is presented for the UNC Modification Panel’s consideration. The consensus of attendees at the Review Group was that the UNC should be modified to introduce a new UNC Related Document, which would be subject to the governance provisions set out in Section V.12 of the Transportation Principal Document.  This document would set-out the processes for notification to Users of “faults” or “meter errors” identified in Measurement Equipment. In addition, the UNC should be modified to adjust the role of the Offtake Committee, so that it becomes the forum where the Relevant Transporter(s) discuss meter errors with Users prior to the finalisation of invoice adjustments. A draft Modification Proposal to this effect has been appended to this Report.
1 Review Proposal
EDF Energy raised Review Proposal 0131, for which the Terms of Reference are in Appendix 1.
2 Review Process

In accordance with the Modification Rules, at its meeting on 15 February 2007, the Modification Panel determined that this Review Proposal should be referred to a Review Group for progression. This Review Report was subsequently compiled by the Joint Office of Gas Transporters, and approved by Review Group attendees.

3 Areas Reviewed

The Review Group discussions focussed on the following areas:

a) Governance of the Notification Process

i) Current 0643 Process

Currently the process followed is known as the “0643 Process”.  This took its title from the Transco Network Code Review Group 0643 “To Review the Network Code rule on withholding of Energy payments under dispute and to consider circumstances where Withholding of Energy Charge is appropriate.”  Whilst no Code Modification resulted from this Review, an agreed procedure was established for identification and reporting of Meter Errors and for consultation with RbD Shippers, when specific thresholds were crossed.  

The forum for discussion was the Billing Operations Forum, which despite DN Sales, still exists, but is now chaired by xoserve on behalf of the Transporters.  As there is no reference to this process within the UNC it can be thought of as informal but the original commitment by National Grid Transco to operate the process has been adopted by the current UNC Transporters.  

One weakness of this process identified by the Review Group is that it is initiated by the publication of a final Meter Error Report – it was agreed that discussions on specific meter errors prior to completion of the Meter Error Report would be valuable.

ii) Principles of Governance

The Review Group agreed that additional stages were required prior to the 0643 process commencing.  This would be triggered by reporting of a meter error that was expected to have an impact greater than one of the threshold values.  The principles underlying these stages would be:

· Under UNC Governance

· Written guidelines.

· Consultation with affected Users prior to the finalisation of the Meter Error Report

· Routine reporting of meter errors 

· Defined thresholds for initiating notification

· Rights of Transporters and affected Users to initiate/request consultation

iii) Governance

The Review Group considered two means by which the agreed principles could be codified as guidelines and integrated into the UNC.

(1) Incorporating guidelines into the UNC.  The guidelines would form part of the legal text of a Modification Proposal, which would be subject to the usual consultation process under the Modification Rules prior to implementation and consequent incorporation of the guidelines into the UNC. Subsequent amendments would require implementation of separate UNC Modification Proposals.

(2)  Draw up guidelines as a UNC Related Document.  This would involve a much simpler UNC Modification Proposal seeking to require the production and publication of an ancillary document which would contain the guidelines.  As for other documents, the UNC Committee would be responsible for agreeing any amendments to the guidelines which may be proposed by Users or Transporters.

The Review Group agreed that option (2) provided appropriate governance.

It was recognised that a number of meter errors should not trigger formal consultation and this principle lay behind the thresholds that had been set as part of the 0643 considerations.  However, Group Members saw the value of the Transporters instituting a summary spreadsheet for all meter errors to be located on the Joint Office of Transporters website.  This would give details of location, estimated duration of the error, brief description of error cause, key dates and estimated impacts.  This was agreed in principle by the Transporter Members.

The Review Group agreed that a committee constituted under the UNC would be the appropriate forum for the Transporters to discuss, with affected Users who may be interested, meter errors with a greater impact then the agreed threshold.  As the Offtake Committee is already constituted under UNC and has a responsibility for approving the Validation Procedures, it was agreed that this Committee be approached to ask whether it would take on this role.  

The Joint Office convened a meeting of the Offtake Arrangements Workstream to discuss this aspect and, after discussion, agreed to recommend this extension of the Offtake Committee role. This was subsequently agreed by the Offtake Committee that met immediately afterwards and a verbal report to this effect was given to the May 2007 Uniform Network Code Committee.

Transporter members of the Review Group emphasised that, under the UNC, the membership of the Offtake Committee is limited to the five Transporters but in practice has met openly. It was agreed that, as the purpose of any meetings would be information sharing with affected Users, there was no need to modify the rules of membership.  It was also agreed that whilst the meeting would formally be under the governance of the Offtake Committee, a sub-committee meeting of relevant experts would often be the best way of progressing matters.

The Review Group agreed that the current Chairman’s Guidelines operated by the Joint Office would provide sufficient governance for the meetings themselves including:

· Notification of meetings at least ten Business Days in advance.

· Agenda publication at least five Business Days in advance.

· Meetings chaired by the Joint Office

· Minutes, other relevant papers and presentations published within five Business Days of the meeting.

· General principles of consensus.

Following the submission of a final Meter Error Report from a downstream Transporter to the upstream Transporter it was agreed that a more formal process should be adopted. It was agreed that a sub-committee should be convened following the submission of a final meter error report to discuss any final issues where the error was above a certain threshold, or on request from either one Transporter or two or more Shippers. This sub-committee would be operated under the current Chairman’s Guidelines employed by the Joint Office. Where consensus was not achieved at a meeting to discuss a meter error following the submission of a final meter error report, it was agreed that the Transporters would be required to give proper consideration to the matters raised and return to a subsequent meeting with their response.  This meeting would take place no earlier than ten Business Days after the meeting at which consensus was not achieved.  To prevent extending the process indefinitely, it was agreed that the Relevant Transporters could proceed to invoice adjustment after this second meeting even if consensus had still not been achieved. Where Users did not believe that the adjustment had been properly calculated they would then enter into a dispute under the existing UNC procedures.

b) Trigger Values

Transporter Members outlined to the Review Group the potential difficulties of adopting a strict trigger. Precise financial impacts are not known until the Meter Error report has been finalised and the RbD process run.

Shipper members of the Review Group explained that they would be prepared to accept the principle of convening a meeting of the Offtake Committee if Transporters’ estimates indicated that the billing threshold was likely to be approached or crossed.  On the basis of these assurances, the Transporters agreed to this principle.

A number of thresholds were discussed but it was concluded that the current 0643 thresholds were still valid i.e. total energy of 50 GWh or aggregate LDZ Reconciliation costs of £1m.

In addition, it was recognised that there could be circumstances where a meeting should take place even where the threshold was not approached.  It was therefore agreed that one or more of the relevant Transporters, or two or more affected Shippers, could require a meeting to take place.

4 Implementation

The Review Group considers that, on the basis of the consensus already achieved, the Transporters can implement the key recommendations immediately.  These being:

· Publication of a Meter Error Report spreadsheet on the Joint Office website; and

· Convening specific meetings of the Offtake Committee where it is likely that the energy or cost threshold would be approached or exceeded.

In terms of the UNC process, it is recommended that the attached Proposal go direct to consultation following a normal timescale.  It is also recommended that the UNC Committee be asked to consider and approve the draft guidelines which would form the ancillary document should the Modification Proposal be implemented. Formal implementation of the Proposal could then be either immediately following direction by the Authority if the guidelines had been agreed at the UNC Committee, or immediately after the date of a subsequent UNC Committee meeting at which the document was approved..

Appendix 2 provides a draft of potential guidelines.

5 Recommendations

The Modification Panel is invited to accept this report and the recommendations that:

1. No further work is required in respect of the Review Proposal

2. A Modification Proposal should be raised to institute “Meter Error Notification Guidelines” as a UNC Related Document and to adjust the role of the Offtake Committee so that it can oversee the operation of these guidelines.  A draft of this Proposal is attached as Appendix 3.
3. The UNC Committee be asked to consider and approve draft guidelines which would form the first version if the Modification Proposal outlined above were to be implemented.

Appendix 1 Terms of Reference 
Purpose

A Uniform Network Code Review Group is required to review the current UNC arrangements in respect of the LDZ RbD Reconciliation Notification Process.

Background

There has been a number of very large adjustments applied through LDZ Reconciliation in recent years. The notification process for large reconciliations has been followed on at least two occasions and a review is proposed to consider if this process could be more equitable and flexible.

Under the current arrangements when an LDZ RbD Reconciliation is proposed that is the greater of 50 GWh or £1m then the LDZ RbD Reconciliation Notification Process identified in the Transco Network Code Modification Proposal 0643 is followed. However this process was not incorporated into either Transco’s Network Code or the Uniform Network Code, and so therefore has no legal authority or requirements. Further the process has not been updated to reflect the industry post DN sales, and so there is no concept of Transporters other than National Grid Transco. 

It is further clear from recent experiences that the notification process is designed for specific circumstances and provides no flexibility to accommodate complex issues that require significant amounts of analysis and appraisal. It is therefore proposed that the Review identifies the appropriateness of this notification process, the issues that need resolving and the appropriate Governance arrangements for the notification process. It is envisaged that the results of the Review should be to identify a notification process that is acceptable to all of the industry.

Scope

Identifying and considering high level options for regime change which could better meet the aspirations of the industry.

Deliverables

The Group is asked to consider:

1. What the Governance of any notification process should be.

2. What the trigger for the start of the notification process should be, including what event should start the notification process and what the threshold for the notification process should be.

3. Who the participants in a notification process should be, and what their rights/obligations should be.

4. Who should be responsible for facilitating and co-ordinating the notification process.

5. What form the notification process should take including duration, information provision, discussion and resolution.

6. Any other issues not identified that relate directly to the LDZ RbD Notification Process.

A Review Group Report will be produced containing the findings of the Review Group in respect of the work identified above.

Limits

The Review Group will consider potential changes to the Uniform Network Code.
The Review Group will not concern itself with:

· Detailed changes required to processes and procedures

· Detailed changes required to existing systems

· Development of detailed business rules
Composition

The Review Group will comprise the following representation

	Name
	Organisation

	Julian Majdanski (Chair)
	Joint Office

	Helen Cuin (Secretary)
	Joint Office

	Stefan Leedham (Proposer)
	EDF Energy

	Alan Raper
	National Grid Distribution

	Alex Travell
	E.ON UK

	Alison Jennings
	National Grid Distribution

	Brian Durber (alternate to Alex Travell)
	E.ON UK

	Christian Hill
	RWE npower

	Claire Thorneywork
	National Grid NTS

	Denis Aitchison
	Scotia Gas Networks

	Graham Wood
	British Gas Trading

	Joel Martin
	Scotia Gas Networks

	Jon Dixon (alternate to Ndidi Njoku)
	Ofgem

	Marie Clark
	Scottish Power

	Ndidi Njoku
	Ofgem

	Richard Wilson 
	NTS Shrinkage Provider

	Rob Cameron-Higgs
	Northern Gas Networks

	Simon Trivella
	Wales & West Utilities

	Steve Pownall 
	National Grid Transmission

	Tim Davis
	Joint Office


A Review Group meeting will be quorate provided at least 2 Transporter and 2 User representatives are present.

Timetable

It is proposed that a total period of 6 months be allowed to conclude this review.
Note: 
· Frequency of meetings – monthly. The frequency of meetings will be subject to review and potential change by the Review Group.  

· Meetings will be administered by the Joint Office and conducted in accordance with the Chairman’s Guidelines.

Appendix 2 Draft UNC Related Document

METER ERROR

NOTIFICATION

GUIDELINES

Document Control

	Version
	Date
	Reason for Change

	0.1 
	05 June 2007
	Initial Draft Version prepared for Review Group 0131


Development of Rules

1 The requirement to publish the Meter Error Notification Guidelines is specified in Section V12.x.x. of the Transportation Principal Document (TPD) of the Uniform Network Code (UNC). This section also provides for the document to be published and revised from time to time. The provision reads :

2 “………………

3 The Rules set out below meet the Transporter’s obligation to prepare Guidelines, while the Document Control Section records changes which have been made to the Guidelines. The document is published on the Joint Office of Gas transporters website, www.gasgovernance.com.

4 These guidelines can only be modified in accordance with the requirements set out in paragraph 12 of Section V of the UNC Transportation Principal Document, which reads as follows:

12 GENERAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO UNC RELATED DOCUMENTS 
12.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this Section is to establish generic governance arrangements in respect of the following UNC Related Documents (each a “Document” and collectively the “Documents”):- 

(a) Network Code Operations Reporting Manual as referenced in Section V9.4; 

(b) Network Code Validation Rules referenced in Section M1.5.3;
(c) ECQ Methodology as referenced in Section Q6.1.1(c); and

(d) Meter Error Notification Guidelines as referenced in Section 
12.2 Publication Requirements 

Each Document shall be kept up to date and published by the Transporters on the Joint Office of Gas Transporters website. 

12.3 Modifications 

Should a User or Transporter wish to propose modifications to any of the Documents, such proposed modifications shall be submitted to the Uniform Network Code Committee and considered by the Uniform Network Committee or any relevant sub-committee where the Uniform Network Committee so decide by majority vote. 

12.4 Approved Modifications 

12.4.1 If the event that the a proposed modification is approved by a majority vote of the Uniform Network Code Committee, the modification shall be implemented. Where the Uniform Network Code Committee fails to achieve majority approval the proposed modification shall be considered in accordance with the provisions set out in Section 7 of the Uniform Network Code Modification Rules unless the Uniform Network Code Committee determines otherwise. 

12.4.2 Each revised version of a Document shall be version controlled and retained by the Transporters. It shall be made available on the Joint Office of Gas Transporters website. 

CONTENTS

1 The Guidelines

2 Meter Validation

3 Action on Identification of an Error 

4 User Notification of Error

a) Total Energy Threshold

b) Total Cost Threshold 

5 Initial Meeting of the Offtake Committee 

a) Notification by Joint Office

b) Presentation at the Meeting 

6 Further Meetings of the Offtake Committee

7 Further Processes


1 The Guidelines

These Meter Error Notification Guidelines (the Guidelines) set-out the means by which Meter Error Report information is published on the Joint Office of Gas Transporters website (www.gasgovernance.com) and outlines the process to be followed where meter errors that exceed one of the thresholds are notified to interested parties through the Offtake Committee.

Whilst these Guidelines are written to cover meter errors identified at NTS Offtakes or inter LDZ offtakes, the same principles apply to any meter errors that have the same or similar impact on Users’ invoices. 
2 Meter Validation

Section D of the UNC Offtake Arrangements Document (OAD) sets out the validation of Measurement Equipment by the Distribution Networks (DNs) at Offtakes.  This includes the procedures used (T/PR/ME2 Parts 1, 2 and 3 and T/PR/GQ/3, available from the Joint Office website, www.gasgovernance.com).

Routine Validation takes place at least once a year and when any new Measurement Equipment is installed.  Exceptional Validation takes place when requested by the upstream Transporter.

The downstream Transporter prepares a Validation Report for the upstream Transporter within fourteen days for a Routine Validation or twelve hours for an Exceptional Validation.

In addition, the downstream Transporter will notify the upstream Transporter of any fault (OAD D4.1.1) found in the equipment that would be expected to lead to meter errors.

3 Action on Identification of an Error

For the purpose of these Guidelines, a meter error is deemed to be where:

· A fault is discovered in the Measurement Equipment;
· The Measurement Equipment, or a component thereof, is found to be operating outside its Permitted Range as defined within Annex D-1 of OAD; or
· Any other systematic measurement bias in the Measurement Equipment has been established.

Whilst there is a requirement for the Measurement Equipment to be repaired or adjusted so that it is reading correctly, there is only a requirement to correct previous readings where a systematic measurement bias results from the meter error.

Unless within the accuracy thresholds described in the OAD (ref to be added), and using a common proforma, the downstream Transporter will inform the Joint Office whenever a meter error is anticipated or established and shall include the following details.

· The date of submission

· The Measurement Equipment ID.

· The location of the Measurement Equipment.

· The upstream and downstream Transporter.

· A brief description of the believed error cause and effect.

· The date when the Meter Error was discovered.

· The last date when the Measurement Equipment was known to be working correctly.

· The extent to which the Measurement Equipment or component thereof is estimated to be operating outside its Permitted Range.

· Whether the meter error creates systematic bias or not.

· If the meter error has created systematic bias, an estimate of the total energy in error.

· The average flow rates for the meter for the twelve months prior to the identification of the error

· The maximum flow rate for the meter in the twelve months prior to the identification of the error.

· Contact details of the informant.

As the investigation into the meter error proceeds. the downstream Transporter will provide updated information to the Joint Office.

All such information shall be published by the Joint Office in a single spreadsheet, and its existence notified to Users. An example spreadsheet entry is included in Annex 1 of these Guidelines.
The relevant Transporter will also commission a Meter Error Report. detailing the size and cause of the error and any additional information required by the upstream Transporter and xoserve in order to enable them to process the reconciliation. A Final Meter Error Report is deemed to be one that is accepted by both the downstream and upstream Transporter for processing the reconciliation.
4 User Notification of Error

In addition to the requirement set out in section 3 above, the downstream Transporter will notify the Joint Office where the impact of any error is estimated to exceed one or other of the following thresholds:

a) Total Energy Threshold

The total energy in error is calculated for each Day that the Measurement Equipment was known to be in error (Daily Meter Error).
These Daily Meter Errors are then aggregated.

If the onset of the meter error cannot be determined the error calculation is run for each Day from when the Measurement Equipment was last known to be operating correctly and these daily results are aggregated and halved (Total Energy).

If Total Energy is less than 50 GWh, then the Total Energy Threshold has not been breached.

b) Total Cost Threshold

For each Day, multiply the total energy in error by the sum of System Average Price and the Applicable Commodity Rate for domestic Supply Points attached to the downstream network (Reconciliation Cost).

Aggregate these costs for the whole period of the meter error. (Total Reconciliation Cost)
Apply the same principle as the calculation of Total Energy if the onset of the meter error is not known.

If the aggregated Total Reconciliation Cost is less than £1m, then the Total Cost Threshold has not been breached.

Except where an independent body conducts all validations, a suitably qualified expert, who is independent from the person that discovered the meter error, shall carry out any investigation of a notified meter error.  

An affected Transporter may also notify the Joint Office when neither of the thresholds have been, or are expected to be, breached but it wishes to meet with Users to discuss a meter error.
Any Shipper may notify the Joint Office if they have concerns relating to an actual or suspected meter error, indicating the nature of those concerns. If Two or more Shippers submit a notice regarding the same error, the Joint Office will arrange for the Offtake Committee to meet as if a notification had been received from a relevant Transporter..

5 Initial Meeting of the Offtake Committee

a) Notification by Joint Office

On notification under the requirements in Section 4 above, the Joint Office will call a special meeting of the Offtake Committee for the Relevant Transporter(s) to describe the results of relevant investigations.

Other than with unanimous agreement by the Uniform Network Code Committee, at least ten Business Days notice of the meeting shall be given, unless the Offtake Committee is due to meet between five and ten Business Days following receipt of the notification, in which case that meeting will be extended to cover discussion of the meter error.

This meeting shall take place as soon as practicable after the minimum notice time, subject to the availability of key personnel.

No later than five Business Days prior to the meeting, the Joint Office shall publish a meeting agenda and all papers and presentations submitted by the Relevant Transporters and/or by the Shippers requesting the meeting. Subsequent papers and presentations may also be considered where the consensus among meeting attendees is that this is appropriate.
b)  Presentation at the Meeting

Whilst the Offtake Committee is discussing meter errors, no specific quorum shall apply.

The affected Transporters shall present to the meeting a full explanation of their understanding of the cause of the error and its impact.  As a minimum, this shall include and add further details to the information submitted on the proforma.

If possible, the affected Transporters shall arrange for the person carrying out the investigation to be present and answer questions.

The affected Transporter shall outline the contents, or anticipated contents, of the Meter Error Report to be submitted and the expected delivery date of this report and invite comments.

If any affected party present is not satisfied with the information presented, or its impact, the affected Transporter shall be required to consider the issues raised and respond within ten Business Days.  The Chairman of the Offtake Committee shall ensure that these concerns are understood by the meeting and shall establish what action the dissatisfied party expects the Transporters to take to address the concerns.

6 Further Meetings of the Offtake Committee

Further meetings may be called in order to resolve any outstanding matters. For these meetings also, a minimum notice period of ten Business Days shall apply. Following the submission of a final Meter Error Report from a downstream Transporter to the upstream Transporter it was agreed that a more formal process should be adopted. It was agreed that a sub-committee should be convened following the submission of a final meter error report to discuss any final issues where the error was above the thresholds identified in 4 above, or on request from either one Transporter or two or more Shippers. This sub-committee would be operated under the current Chairman’s Guidelines employed by the Joint Office. Where consensus was not achieved at a meeting to discuss a meter error following the submission of a final meter error report, it was agreed that the Transporters would be required to give proper consideration to the matters raised and return to a subsequent meeting with their response.  This meeting would take place no earlier than ten Business Days after the meeting at which consensus was not achieved.  Following a second meeting held to discuss a particular meter error, the affected Transporters shall be entitled to conclude the discussion and initiate the related adjustments even if consensus is not reached at the meeting.

7 Further Processes

For information purposes the Relevant Transporter, or xoserve, as its representative may call further meetings to discuss billing or other aspects related to the meter error, or may include the meter error as an agenda item at other meetings.

Any User who is not satisfied with the outcome of the final meeting will be deemed to have entered into a dispute under the established UNC processes. 
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	1
	The Modification Proposal

	
a)
	Nature and Purpose of this Proposal


	
	It is proposed that the UNC be modified to required the production of and adherence to an ancillary document which describes a Meter Error Notification Process whereby Transporters would be required to inform Users of the incidence and impact of actual and suspected meter errors at certain LDZ offtakes, primarily offtakes from the NTS and from another LDZ.

To provide appropriate governance for the development and modification of the proposed document, it is proposed that the “Meter Error Notification Guidelines” be included in the list of UNC Related Documents in Section V12.1 of the UNC Transportation Principal Document. Hence it will be possible for all Users to propose changes to the guidelines, and these will be subject to approval by the UNC Committee.
As a minimum, it is recommended that, while the content of the Guidelines is beyond the scope of this Proposal, these Guidelines should include requirements for:

· Identification of thresholds that trigger a requirement for notification of meter errors.

· Routine tabulation of meter errors on a publicly accessible website (expected to be the Joint Office of Gas Transporters website in practice).

· For errors that exceed one of the thresholds, a requirement for the affected Transporter(s) to provide information to Users at meetings of the Offtake Committee.  Meetings will be held prior to the finalisation of the Meter Error Report and give full information on the meter error and its estimated impact upon Users.
Review Group 0131 approved a draft set of Guidelines that meet these minimum criteria. It is recommended that these, or an updated draft if amendments are made, are placed before the Uniform Network Code Committee for approval in parallel with the development of this Modification Proposal.

It is further proposed that the UNC be modified to provide for the role of the Offtake Committee to be extended to provide a forum for the Relevant Transporter(s) to share relevant information with affected Users. This will include the following amendments to the UNC:

· Adding to its scope the requirement for the Offtake Committee to provide a forum for discussing meter errors with interested Users.

· Requiring that such meetings will operate in accordance with the Meter Error Notification Guidelines. 

This Modification Proposal was developed within Review Group 0131 to establish a process within the existing UNC governance framework in order to facilitate timely adjustment of invoices where a Meter Error is identified by the Relevant Transporter(s).

Timely and accurate allocation of energy is required because meter errors at LDZ Offtakes from the NTS typically cause misallocation of energy between NTS Shrinkage and the aggregate quantity allocated to Supply Points through the RbD mechanism. Whilst the former potentially affects all active Users, the latter is confined to Users that offtake gas at Smaller Supply Points.  Implementation would provide Users with confidence that an appropriately governed route existed to manage meter errors, and would permit subsequent development of the guidelines to support both timely and accurate reallocation of energy misallocated due to the meter error. 
The current process, known as the “643 Process”, to reflect the Transco Network Code Review Group that developed it, is informal and is triggered only when a Meter Error Report is finalised.  This informal aspect of the process would continue if this Proposal were not implemented and some Users may continue to have limited confidence in the satisfactory resolution of meter errors.


	
b)
	Justification for Urgency and recommendation on the procedure and timetable to be followed (if applicable)


	
	It is not recommended that this Proposal be subject to Urgent Procedures.


	
c)
	Recommendation on whether this Proposal should proceed to the review procedures, the Development Phase, the Consultation Phase or be referred to a Workstream for discussion.


	
	It is recommended that this Proposal is considered and developed by the Distribution Workstream, allowing scrutiny by a wider audience than attendees at Review Group 0131 meetings. 


	2
	Extent to which implementation of this Modification Proposal would better facilitate the achievement (for the purposes of each Transporter’s Licence) of the Relevant Objectives


	
	Standard Special Condition A11.1 (d): so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) to (c) the securing of effective competition: between relevant shippers….;

	
	The process to be followed when meter errors are discovered would become more formal should this proposal be implemented, and would also be subject to modification through an existing UNC governance route. This would provide additional certainty for Users, reducing the risk of operating in the GB gas market and thereby facilitating the securing of effective competition between relevant Shippers. In addition, by introducing the possibility of Users proposing changes to the process, subsequent development of the guidelines would be facilitated by implementation of this Proposal and these subsequent developments may help to secure effective competition between Relevant Shippers. 


	3
	The implications of implementing this Modification Proposal on security of supply, operation of the Total System and industry fragmentation


	
	No implications in respect of security of supply and operation of the Total System have been identified.  Implementation would introduce common guidelines for all DNs and National Grid NTS, which would serve to prevent industry fragmentation.


	4
	The implications for Transporters and each Transporter of implementing this Modification Proposal, including:

	
a)
	The implications for operation of the System:


	
	No such implications have been identified.


	
b)
	The development and capital cost and operating cost implications:


	
	No additional costs would be incurred as a result of implementing this Modification Proposal since Guidelines which could be introduced were this Proposal to be implemented have already been written.


	
c)
	Whether it is appropriate to recover all or any of the costs and, if so, a proposal for the most appropriate way for these costs to be recovered:


	
	Cost recovery is not proposed.


	
d)
	The consequence (if any) on the level of contractual risk of each Transporter under the Uniform Network Code of the Individual Network Codes proposed to be modified by this Modification Proposal


	
	Implementation would introduce an additional contractual obligation on the Transporters and hence increase their contractual risk.


	5
	The extent to which the implementation is required to enable each Transporter to facilitate compliance with a safety notice from the Health and Safety Executive pursuant to Standard Condition A11 (14) (Transporters Only) 


	
	No such requirement has been identified.


	6
	The development implications and other implications for the UK Link System of the Transporter, related computer systems of each Transporter and related computer systems of Users


	
	No such implications have been identified.


	7
	The implications for Users of implementing the Modification Proposal, including:

	
a)
	The administrative and operational implications (including impact upon manual processes and procedures)


	
	Additional administrative work would be required in support of the Uniform Network Code Committee as and when proposed changes to the Guidelines were put to that Committee for consideration.


	
b)
	The development and capital cost and operating cost implications


	
	No such implications have been identified.


	
c)
	The consequence (if any) on the level of contractual risk of Users under the Uniform Network Code of the Individual Network Codes proposed to be modified by this Modification Proposal


	
	No such consequences have been identified. Users may, however, wish to take advantage of the ability to propose changes to the Guidelines with a view to further reducing risk.


	8
	The implications of the implementation for other relevant persons (including, but without limitation, Users, Connected System Operators, Consumers, Terminal Operators, Storage Operators, Suppliers and producers and, to the extent not so otherwise addressed, any Non-Code Party)


	
	No direct implications have been identified.


	9
	Consequences on the legislative and regulatory obligations and contractual relationships of the Transporters


	
	No such consequences have been identified.


	10
	Analysis of any advantages or disadvantages of implementation of the Modification Proposal not otherwise identified in paragraphs 2 to 9 above

	
	Advantages


	
	· Greater assurance to Users on procedures to be followed in respect of meter errors.

· Facilitates development, through an existing governance route, of the procedures to be followed in respect of meter errors.


	
	Disadvantages


	
	· Minor cost increase to maintain a formal document and manage modifications which may be proposed.


	11
	Summary of representations received as a result of consultation by the Proposer (to the extent that the import of those representations are not reflected elsewhere in this Proposal)


	
	None


	12
	Detail of all other representations received and considered by the Proposer


	
	None


	13
	Any other matter the Proposer considers needs to be addressed


	
	None


	14
	Recommendations on the time scale for the implementation of the whole or any part of this Modification Proposal


	
	Following approval by the Authority, it is recommended that this Proposal be implemented at 06.00 on the following Business Day provided the UNC Committee has approved a draft of the Guidelines which would then form the initial Guidelines.


	15
	Comments on Suggested Text


	
	Legal text has not been provided.


	16
	Suggested Text


	
	Legal text has not been provided.
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